April 12, 1396

MEMORANDUM

TO: Orvilile D. Green, Assistant Administrator
Permits and Enforcement

FROM: Brian R. Monson, Chiefaﬁﬂ/’i—”ﬂ

Operating Permits Bure

SURBJECT: Issuance of Tier II Operating Permit #028-00008 to
Soda Springs Phosphate, Incorporated {SSP}, Scda Springs, Idaho

RURROIR

The purpose of this memorandwn is tc satlsfy the :equlr&ments of IDAPA 16,01.01
Sections 400 through 406 (Rulss ) : s.of Air Poliution i dah for issuing
‘Operating Permits (OP).

This preiject is for the issuance of a Tier I OPF for Soda Springs Phosphate (35P),
located at Soda Springs, Tdaho, in order to establish the facility as a synthetic minor
source. In addition to the scrubber stack, the emissions sources of the facllity are
the screens, hammer mill, convevers, transfer points, and ore and product handling.
Fugitive emissions from unpaved roads are considered part of the stockpiles emissions
because the facility is very close to the County road.

On June B8, 1995, the Division of Environmental Quality ({PEQ} received the Tier II OP
application for 58P, Scda Springs, Idahe. Additional information was received on
August 17, 1995, On November 9, 1995 DEQ staff met with the facility owner, J.
Hatfield, and the facility Consultant, J. Reeve, of Reeve and Assoclates, where issues
related t¢ the Tier II permit appiication and the facility's potential to emit were
reselved. More information was recelved on November 135, 19%5. The application was
declared complete on November 15, 1995. Supplemental information was received on
January 5, 19%6. On Januvary 16, 1996, a proposed Tier TI OF was issued for public
comment.. A public corment period was then held from January 26, 139%6, to February 26,
1886, o -

On Pebruary 26, 1996, DEQ received comments about the content of the proposed 0QP.
These comments were addressed by DEQ in the response package.

Based on the review of the OF application, and on applicable state and federal
regulations concerning the permitting of air pellution sources, the Bureau staflf
recommends that SSP, Soda Springs, JTdaho, be issued a Tier I1 OP. Staff also
recommends that the facility be notified in writing of the obligation to pay permit
appiication fees for the Tier IT permit.

CDGARRMACER: 324 .  \permitisodasprg\aspringt, TuM

ccs G. Spinner, SEIRQ
OF File Manual
Spource File
COF



January 16, 1936

SMORANDITRS
‘;/\r m
TC: Brian R. Monson, Chief S
Operating Permits Bureau,” Permiis and Enforcement
FHOM: Camille D. Ajaka, Alr Quality Engineer » o
Operating Permits Bureau
THROUGH: Susan J. Richards, Alr Quality Permits Manager
Operating Permits Bureau
SUBJECT: Technical Analysis for Propesed Tier II Operating Permit #028~00008,
Soda Springs Phosphate, Incorporated (882), Soda Springs, Idaho
PURPOSE

The purpose for knls memorandum is to satisly the reauzvements of IDAPA 16.01.01 Sections 400
through 406 (Rul lutd i for issuing Operating Pernits

{opy .

ACT PTION

Soda Springs Phosphate, Inc. (SSP)}, Scoda Springs, Idahe, is a phosphats granulation facility,
which g¢granulates raw material (powdersd phosphate ore or gypsum) by mixing it with
lignosulfonate and molasses. Raw material is delivered to the facilicy by dump trucks. Raw
macarial is transferred from stockpiles by a frxont-end loader to the feed shaker screen that
leads to the feeder belf, the fesder bin, the pan feeder, the feed belt, and then to the pug
dill. Lignosulfonate powder is delivered by c¢ars whers if is pumped to a storage tank.
Lignosulfonata is mixed with molasses in the mix tank to form a binder which is pumped to the
pug mill whers it is milled with the raw matarial. The product then lesaves to a granulatoer,

3 dryer, dryer belt, then to the cooler. Emissions from the dryer and the cgooler arge
controllied by twoe (21 dry cyclones and a wet cyclone connected in series with Chree wet
scrubbaers. tar vhat the product is transferred to the c¢ooler discharge belt, the cocler

extansicon belt, and then Lo a set of three screens, the Rotex sdreen, the hummer screen and
the mini product screen. Oversize product is transferrsd Lo the oversize belt which leads
to the hammer mill., Produgts from the screens are transferzrsd to the product storage via the
product pelt and the mini product belt. The fines ars recycled to the feed belt through the
ines return belt. Leading of the product is made by a2 front-end lcader that transferg the
product te the loadout shakey, the loadout belt, then te trucks or caprs. Products from the
hammer mill pass through a multiclone that leads to the cooler.

et -
Broiect Oescmipeion

This project is for an OP for the following existing point and fugitive emissions sources:

£ _Sou ;
{1} Scrubber Stack: Emissions from the scrubberxr stack are controelled by the
following:
Nama Mapufactarer Size Spead Capacity

Cyclenes (2] (dzv}
Cyclone {wet}

Scrubber Pump #1 Barkley 4" x 3¢ 3600 rpm 360 GPM
Scrubber Pump #2 Gallagher Sump x 3¢ 150C rpm 200 GPM
Scrubber Pump #3 Gallagher Sump x 3% 1500 rpm 200 GeM
Multicione 1200 rpm 10000 CFM

High Pressure Pump Hypreo Biaphragm 350 rpm 17 GeM
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The stack parameters are the following:
UTM-X Cocrdinate (KM) 432.3
UTM=-Y Cooxdinate (KM} 4724.8
Stack Exit Height (£%) 60
Stack Exit PDiameter (Ift) 8
Stack Exit Flow Rate (ACIM) 18,300
Stack Exit Temperature (°F) 98
{2} Screens
Namum Mannfactures Size Spaead Capacity
Feed Shakex Cedar Rapids 4' x 107 300 rpm 12 tph
Rotex S/A, #80 5t o2 1 227 rpm 12 tph
Hummer ¢* x 107 955 rpm g tph
Mini Product 2.5 x 3.3 1200 zpm 3 tph
Lead Qut Tylezr-3-Deack 5* g 10 960 rpm 30 tph
L :
{1} Ore unloading, piling, stockpiles, and feeding

(2} Product loading

A more detailed process and equipment description can be found in the operating permit
application materials and in the fagility'’s source file. (

SUMMARY OF EVENTS

Oon June 8, 1935, the Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) received a Tiex II operating
permit application for (S55P), Soda Springs, Idahe. Additionpal information was received on
Rugust 17, 1985. On November 9, 19385, DEQ staff met with the facility owner, J. Hatfield,
and the facility Consultant, J. Resve, of Reeve and Associates, where issues ralatad to the
Tier II permit application and the facility's potantial to emit were resolved. More
information was received on November 15, 1395, and January %, 19%6.

DISCUSSTON

jEsion

Emission estimatas were provided by S35P. The calculations were resubmitted by the
applicant acecording to DEQ regquest. DEQ alsc estimated the emissions from all the
sourcas of the facility (attached gpreadsheet}. Calculations were based on the maximum
production rate of the dryer, twelve {12} tons per hour.

Emissions from the dryer, pug mill, granulatcr, c¢ooler, screens, transfer points,
milling, and ore and product handling were estimated by using either the corresponding
emissions factors or the predictive equation furnished by the 32 edition of AP-42.
Emissions from stockpiles were estimated using emissions factors from the 4% edition
of AP-42 (not available in the 5™ edition). A particulate matter control efficiency
of 97% was assumed for the use of the wet scrubber, provided by Section 8.5.2 of AP-42,
A contrel efficiency of 30% was assumed for using of water orn dust suppresssants.

2. Medeling

No medeling for impact analysis for the varicus emissions from the facility's point%
sources was performed, -
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559 « Soda Spprings, Caribou County, Idahe, is located in BAQCR 61, The area iz
classified as attainment or unclassifiable for all crilteria air pollutants.

4,
SSP =~ Soda Springs, Idaho 1 not a designated facility as defined in IDAPA
16.01.01.006.25. The facility is c¢lassified as an AZ source kecause the actual
emissions of any eriteria peollutant is iess than 100 tons per year.

&. Regularory Hevs aew
This cperating permit is subiect to the following permitiing regqulrements:
a. IDAPA 16.01.01.40% Tier II Operating Permit
b, Iopkbn 16 0% .03 403 Permit Recuiresments ¥or Tier IL Sources
c. Innpn 16 07.031. 404 01 () Cppartunity Lor Public Comment
d. Iohbpn 16 .01 .071.404 04 Authority tc Revize or Renew COpeprating Permits
e. IDAPR 16.01.07.4096 Chligatiocn toe Comply
£. IDARR 16 031 01.470 Permit Application Fees fopr Tier 1T Parmits
g, n 16 61.01.6 Visibkble Emission Limitation
h. ; 18.01.¢ 3 General Rules for the Control of Fugitive Dust
i. Ipape 16.07.0%.700 Particulate Matter -- Process Weight Limitations
3. IDARA 16 01,01 775 Rules for Control of Cdor

"EES

Fees apply to this facility in accordance with IDAPR 16.0L.0%1.470. The facility iz subiject
to permit application fees for Tier IT permits of five hundred dollars {§300.00}. IDAPA
16.01.01.470 became effective on March 7, 1893,

ce IONS

Based on the review of the Tier II 0P applicaticn and of applicable state and federal
regqulations concerning the permitting of air pelliution scurces, staff recormmends that $SP -
Soda Springs, JTdaho, be issued a Tier II OP for the sourzes that ars described in the
facility’'s permit applicaticn. An opportunity for public comment on the air quality aspects
¢f the proposed permit shall be provided as rsquired by IDAPA 16.01.01.404.91. 3Staff alsc
recommnends that the facility be notified of the Tier II permit fee reguirement in writing.
This fee will be applicable upon issuance of the permit. .

BRM/SJIR/CDA/S T petmitisodaspro\saprings.TAM

e G. Spilnner, SEIRO
Source File
COF



Soda Springs Phosphate, Ine. Contact Person; Lynn Mucre a
P.O.Box 578 OP #: 029-00G08
Soda Springs, 1D 83276
{‘ﬁaf i appilication information |
Production Date Lryar Data o
Mux, Hourly Sate () 12 Max. Comsbuation Pate (t5/hr) 5000
Act, Hourly Rats {tgh) 5 Annuel Cambustion Rate (©/yr) S.3E+A7 -
Gersize product {ipiy 4 N. G. Moat Content g0
Saurce Pollutent ?’? Une Batrencs ﬁm
Pughir, Graruiator, Dryer, Cacier | PM 3353 [bfian | T 8.8.2~1, 5 5%
PM-10 2.667 | bfton T882~1, §th a7
- Flucrides dllbon | T8.82-1, 5th | Wat Scrubbers a7
Sareen {Fotex} PM 00304 [ibfon 1T 11,1922 Sth] Dust Suppressant! 50
» PM- 10 0.015 iibfteny T 11.19.2-2. Sthi Dust Suppressant: 50
Fina Screens (Hutrmaer, Ming oM 0.1863 |ibfon | T 11.19.2—2, 5thi Dust Suppressant] 50
P i 0.071 1ibAen 1T 11,1022, 3ihi Dust Suporassant] 80
Canveyor Transtor {10 Pis. o SC) | PM 0.0036 [ibfen [T 11.19.2-2, 5t Dust Suppressam! 50
P10 0.0014 Hibfton  1711.19.2-2 Sthi Dyst Suppressant: 50
Conveyer Tranater {8 P fram 8C) | PM 8.0036 | ibAen T 111922 8§ Dust Suppressart; 50
 (n=surne haif lond) P10 000141 bAon 1 T1119.2-2 Sthi Dust Suopressaet! 50
Convayor Transfor (oagdout) M 40035 | Ibfsn T 31,1822, 8t Dust Suppresaam| 50
| at 30 1oh rate PM=10 | 0.0014]IbAon | T 11.19.2-2, Sthi Dust Suppressant] 50
Hammer Mill (fnes crusiing) M 00393 { bt | T 311.19.2--2, 5th Dust Suppressant! 50
Pht 10 CoiSilbten 1T 41.18.2-2 SthiDust Suppressent; 50
Lk f0.00235U78) ™ 1. 3/(MIZ} ~ 1.4 L 7.8 mph - Mg 48 % Mg G5 %
O Pling P G.0012 {ibfan | T 11.19.2~2, Sthi Moisture Content Q S04 3760 0.063
PM~10 | 0.0004 libften [T 11.16.2-2 Sihi Moiature Contert | 01 0.008 8760 0.022
Qre Feeding M 0012 lipfen | T 11,1922, Sthi Moisture Content 9 G.oi4 arsn G.083
PM— 10 0004 | fen (T 11,1822, Sk Moisture Content Q G.008 a7sd ¢.022
Feod Sharer Screern M 0.0383 | ibfion T 11,1922 Sh Dust Suppressant; S0: 0.236 g60 1.045
PM=—10 G018 Hiben [ 111,182 2, Bth Dust Suopressant; 50 3,090 4780 0.3%4
Product Loading FM 0.0285 [ ibAon | T 11.19.2—2, St Moisture Cantent 0 0,343 8760 1,501
PM-—1G 00089 Hibton | T 11,162 2. Bth Moisture Content Q Q120 768 0.528
Prexiuet Losdout Shaker Screen PM 0.0393 i lbAon T 1118.2~2, 5thi Dust Suppressarmt| 507 0.236 8760 1,008
Pt 10 0015 bston 1T 11.19.2-2 St Dust Suppressant]! 501 G090 3760 " 6.394_1
'Soures Foilutart B F.Unit Aeference Carnrol €. £ Rate| Op. Time | E, fate
- W - " - Ravipment b E DeNE M
Dryer's Compustion Lmmssions PM 12| b/t T t.4—1t, Sth nong g7 QO02 8780 0.005
P10 12 lib/Mot T 1.4 t, Sth non 7 ¢.002 4760 0.008
802 0.6 | oMot T1.4-2 5th none Q 4004 8780 0.018
NOx 100'] ib/Met T1.4~2 5th e 0 G600 8760 2,628
GO 21 | Mt ¥ .42, Sth fatie 0 G126 8760 0.852
VoC 5.28 | ih/Mef T 143, Sth none Q 4.032 3760 0.139
Source Pollutart | & F. Unit Reterance Contor i E.‘f.! Pile Aresr Op, Time E Fate
- " . _HQUIPMEn gavs tonsivr
Active Stockpiles PM 13.2  injacidy | T 819,11, 4th { Dust Suppressant] 50§ 0.57/4 280 G.530
PM=10 6.3 | Dhiacidy | T 8.19.1~1, 4th ; Dust Suppressart] 50 Q.574 280 4.252
inactive Siockpies FM 3.5 | jac/dy | T8.18.1=1, 4th | Dust Suppressart| 50| G.574 85 0.043; .
— BM.=10 L7 iecidy | T 81911, 4th | Dust Syporegsam! SO0 0574 85 0.021
Emissions from Scrubber Stack lbrhe ] fans/yr
1.202 5265
0.962 4215
0.004 0.016]
2.60G| 2828
0,126 05521
0.0321 9,139
ib/he tons/yy
2.386 10.452
2.909 2.982
f/hr fens/yr
1.413 1.734
1.248 9.712]
bt fesers/yr !
0.57% 2 5364
0.270 0.919%,
cdalc;dataliotusizap. wict 09— Jary -6



. Rasponse to Comments Submitted During & Public Copment Period on
. Soda Springs FPhosphate, Incorporated (Soda Springs)
Proposed Tier I Oparating Permit (OF) for the Entire Facility

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES
COMMENT #1: Page 2, paragraph 1: The proposed Tier II Operating Permit (OP) for

the Soda Springs Phosphate (3S5P) plant falls to inciude significant
controls as regquired by IDAPAR 16.01.01.400.

DEQ RESPONSE: Section 400 of the Rules f p v h n ;
deas not, in fact, xcquixu faailitius to apply significant controls
Rather, the Department is required to determine whether the source
would comply with all applicable local, state, or faderal emissions
standards (see IDAPA 16.01.01.403.01).

SSP's proposed Tier 1II OP, Section 2 of Scrubber Stack, requires $sp

- to cperate and maintain a wet scrubber that contreols emissions from
the pugmill, the granulator, the dryer, and the cocoler. The permit
also lists an opacity limit on that scrubber stack., It also sets
visible amissions limits on the fugitives from the pug mill and the
granulatoer, The Operating Regquirements section of the Scrubber
Stack reguires the facility to:

Limit the hourly production rate;

Maintain the presasure drop of the wet scrubber within the
manufacturer's specifications;

Maintain the water flow to the scrubber at a certain level;
Operate the high pressure pump vwhen visible emiasions exceed
10%;

Add fresh water to the scrubbing media when visible emissions
axcead 10%; and

Install monitoring equipment to continuously measure the
Pressure drop across the scrubber, and the water flow rate to
the scrubber.

h n A N

The proposed Tier 1II OP requiresa the facility to monitor and record
the pressure drop, scrubbing media flow rate, and the fresh water
flow rate to the wet scrubber on a daily basis,

The proposed Tier II OF alsoc requires the facility te have smissions
and opacity limits on the screening, conveying, milling, ore
unloading, ore piling, stockpiles, ore feeding, and product loading
operationx. It requires the facility to record on a daily basis the
contrel measures used to keep the emissions and the opacity at the
limited levels.

The above reguirements will assure that 8SP will be coperating in
compliance with federal and state rules.

COMMENT #2: Page 2, paragraph 2: The Division of Environmental Quality (DEQ) has
allowed SSP to operate ocut of compliance since February 25, 1991,
the date DEQ received notice that SS8P changed its process from a
mixture of precipitatcr dust and sulfuric acid to one containing
rock phosphate and lignosulfonate.

-

PEQ RESPONSE: The proposed Tier IT OF does not excuse any past non-compliance,
838P is an existing facility (in operation since 1972). Beginning in
1972, the facility processed treater dust and sulfuric acid., The
only applicable requirements for SSP were process weight rate (IDAPA
36.01.01.760), the opacity limit (IDAPA 16.01.01.625), odors control
(IDAPA 16.01.01.775), and reascnable control of fugitive dust (IDARPA
16.01.01.650).

On August 28, 1986, H8P wax issued a Permit te Construct (PTC) in
order to be able to process zinc dust instead of the treater dust.
The facility never used zinc dust in the process and consequently
the construction permit was canceled on Catober 26, 1860,

The January %, 1591, letter from SSF to DEQ indicated that due %o
EPA regulations, S8P was switching the operation from treater dust
and sulfuric acid to phosphate ore and lignosulfonate. The July 1,
1882, letter from P. Pitman to A. Blias (88P information request)
indicated that 88F did not apply for a FIC or permit applicability
determination for the process alteration.
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COMMENT $#3:

DEQ RESPONSE:

COMMENT #4:

The September 3, 1985, atack test results showed that the measured
PM emission rate from the scrubber stack was €.04 pounds per hour at
a production rate of eleven (11} tonz per hour. The allowable PM
amission rate, based on process weight rate, from that stack is
16.66 ib/hr. Several improvements had been made to the stack
contrel asystem since the date of that test {(see June 11, 1886,
mamorandum to Lee Stokes, July 8, 1586, memorandum te John Ledger,
September 15, 1586, memorandum to file, and August 28, 1983,
memorandum to Dave Pisarski). The improvernts included the
addition of new Venturis, installing a lenger stack, addition of a
new pressure pump, and addition of new sprays to the wet ayclone.
Those improvements in the control system in addition to¢ the fact
that processing the new raw materials resulted in a much clesaner
operation (September 6, 159%1, and January 23, 1996, memoranda to
Dave Pisarszki), indicate that there was a decrease in the emissions
from the scrubber stack and from other sources of the facility.

rage 2, paragraph 3: The technical memcrandum prepared for this
proposged Tier II OP contains no technical analysis on the new raw
materials nor does it reference other works which might contain the
information.

The facility source file contains the Material Safety Data Sheets
{MSD8) for lignosulfonate and for the phosphate ore. Phosphate ore
and treater dust have similar chemical composition with a difference
in the percentage compoaition of each component. For example the
P,0; percentage is about twenty-two percent (22%}) in the treater dust
and about thirty percent (30%} in the phosphate ore. Treater dust
has higher concentrations of metals than does phosphate ore, which
makes it more toxic., This was the reason why EPA regulations banned
the processing of treater dust. 3S3SP switched from treater dust to
phosphate sre because of EPA regqulations (38F January 5, 1981,
letter to DEQ). The silt content of pheosphate ore is leas than that
of treater dust, hence the particulate emissions from procesaing
phosphate ore is lower than that of the treater dust.

Lignosulfonate is a non~toxic, solid powder (see M3DS). “his
substance can be used as a commercial dust suppressant to control
fugitive dust emissions especially at hazardous waste cleanup sites
{see Standard Handbook eof ¥Environmental Engineering, by Rcbert
Corbite, 1589, pp $.60). It is non corrosive and safer to handle
and use than sulfuric acid which was used with treater dust by 889
before 1581, Lignosulfonate is a stable compound (MSDS}. 1t may
produce sulfur dioxide upon decompesition at high temperature, over
320° ¥, (personal communication with D. Rachor of Georgia Pacifia).
Bulfur dioxide is a pollutant commonly emitted from combustion
sources. The temperature of the dryer at SSP iz about 130° ¥ which
is mach lower than the decomposition temperature of lignosulfonate,
The dryer is used to remove the moisture from the lignosulfonate-
phosphate granules, and no decomposition or chemical reaction is
likely to take place at that temperature. 389 did not replace any
of the process equipment since they started operation, and hence
thare was no increase in the facility throughput. The only
squipment additions or modifications were to the poellution control
systemt wvhich decreased the emissions of that facility. In fact,
changing raw materials from treater dust and sulfuric acid to
phosphate ore and lignosulfonate had decreased the smissions from
98%. YThe September 9, 1991, inapection report and the January 23,
1992, memcrandum from Rick Elkins to Dave Pisarski confirm that the
production of lignosulfonate~phosphate is much less dusty, and has
alao reduced fugitive as well ax stack emissions.

Page 3, paragraph 3: No information is present in the public comment
package that allows the calculation ©f the probable emissions from
the fac¢ility's operation. Estimated emisgions in the permit
application are based upon a triple superphosphate process, AbP-42,
Table 6,10/2~1 (EPA 198%3). This equation is irrelevant...
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DEQ RESPONSE:

COMMENT #5:

DEgQ RESPONSE:

COMMENT #6:

The public comment package contains the production rate, the
emissions factors, the reference for each emission factor, all the
parameters which are used in the predictive squation, and the
spreadsheet that shows all the calculations of all the smissions
from point and arsa sources of the S3P plant. The Emiasion
Eatimates in page 2 of the technical memorandum indicates that DRQ
sastimated the emissions from all the sources of the facility. All
the emissions limits are Dbased on DEQ's caloulations. The
spreadsheat provided with the technical memorandum did not refler to
Table 6.10/2~1 {1993). The calculations provided in the spreadsheet
reafer to Table 8.5.2+~1, 5th edition of the AP-42 ({triple
superphosphate} asmissions factors used in estimating the
particulates and fluoridex emissions from the pugmill, granulator,
dryer, and cooler. The use of such emissions factors ls a
conservative approach dus to the following:

> The total phosphate {P,0,) in the lignosulfonate-phosphate is
about twenty-seven percent {(27%) (1993 chemical analysis).
Normal suparphosphate, according te AP-42, c<ontains not more
than twenty-two percent (22%} of P,0O,. Triple supsrphosphate,
according to AP-42, contains over forty percent {(40%) PB,0,.
80, wusing the triple superphosphate emiszsion factor iz a
conservative, reasonable assumption and a good engineering
Judgement. due to the following facts:

. The emissions facters in AF-42, 5th edition, Table 8.5.2-1 are
to estimate emissions from the reactor, granulator, dryer,
cooler, and screens. DEQ used the same emissions factors

value to estimate the emissions from the reactoer, granulator,
dryer, and the cooler only. Emissions from the screens were
estimated saparately by using emissions factors f£from Table
12.1%.2+2 in AP~42, 5th edition. Bence using of the smissions
factors from Table 8.5.2~1, which 4includes the screening
operations, is in fact overeatimating the emissions from the
scrubber stack.

(8 The new production process (lignosulfonate-phosphate) iz a
mueh cleaner process than the previous one, as documented by
Rick Elkins, September 9, 1591, and January 23, 1§82,
inspection reports.

Page 4, paragraph 1: There is no information in the public comment
package regarding the chemical composition of the raw materials or
the anticipated chemical reactions that would occur at the extreme
temperatures present in the process. This lack of information
combined with emissions based upon non-representative operations is
a fatal fiaw in DEQ's decision making process. Neither the division
ner the public have had the information necessary to make an
informed decision regarding the impacts of this facility on air
gquality.

As mentioned above, the facility scurce file contained the MSDS for
the phosphate ore and for the lignosulfonate. The two substances
are non-toxic. FPhosphate ore is widely processed in the state of
Idaho and in other statea. Although the S3P process takes place at
low teoperature, and hence less emissions are produced compared to
cther phosphate processing facilities, 2389 isx using similar control
measures as those used by other phesphate fertilizer manufacturers.
The process description in the technical memorandum shows that
lignosulfonste is used a3 a binder for the phoesphate ore powder.
The two components are mixed and milled together then proceed to the
granulator. This part of the process occurs at low temperature.
Granulated lignesulfonate-phosphate is then dried to remove the
moisture from the product. Unlike the reaction of ore phosphate
with sulfuric acid, no chemical reaction is likely to take place
when using lignosulfonate,

Page 4, paragraph 3: The technical memorandum indicates that
fivorides will be emitted from the facility, yet no fluorides
emissions limits are referenced in the permit.
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DEQ RESPONSY:

COMMENT #7:

DEQG RESPONSE:

COMMENT #8:

DEQ RARSPONSE:

The smissions of fluorides were estimated because fluorides are
regulated air pollutant. SSP doea not emit fluorides in sufficient
amount to be major for that pellutant, therefore, the operating
permit did not need to address flucrides to esstablish 33P as a
synthetic minor. Murther, Section 210 ef the Eilex -applies only to
naw and modified sources, and Section 750 of the Rules does not
apply to the SSP process. DEQ overewstimated the esmiasions of
fluorides from SSP because the change of the raw material and the
operation at a low temperatures fluorides smissions are expected to
@ much lower than it was before the change in the raw material.

Page 4, paragraph 4: The memorandum references to the rules for
control of odors as & permit reguirement. Again, this requirement
is net reflected in the propesed Tier IT 0P, -

IDAPA 16.01.01.775 is a gensrally applicable state regulation, and
according te the Operating Permit General Provisions Item E, this
Tule is applicable to all facilities in the state of Idaho including
asp.

Page 4, paragraph 5: The proposed Tier II OP lacks any control
specifications for the stack emissions. These controls cannot set
without conducting a stack test. Without this information, the
public cannoit thoroughly review the facllity's impact on air quality
and the division c¢annct determine if the c¢ontrol specifications are
properly correlated to the emissions limits.

The proposed Tier 11 OP requires: a) the pressure drop across the
wet sc¢rubber t¢ be maintained within the manufacturer's
specifications; b) that these specifications be kept on-site at all
tisws;: and £) that these specifications be available to Department
representatives upon resquest, Manufacturer's specifications will
guarantse that the scrubber will bw coperating at the control
afficiency used in estimating the emissions fyrom the scrubler stack.
The calculated smission rates are in compliance with the Rules.

The enforceable operating conditions and monitoring and
recordkesping requirements for all peollution sources in 8P facility
will assure that 889 will be in compliance with the emissions limits
setf in Appendices A and B of the proposed Tier II OP.
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